Using the ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education to Assess a University Library Instruction Program
Information literacy competency is a more common element of general education requirements in higher education 1 . Consequently, an effective library instruction program will incorporate the concept. The Reference and Instruction Department at Oregon State University's (OSU) Valley Library was charged with preparing a vision statement for our instruction program with specific goals. In articulating our vision, we realized we must understand how information literacy competencies were being addressed. In this article, we describe the initial self-study of our instruction practice using the ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education 2 (ILC's) as a benchmark. We discuss the results of our assessment, detail the follow-up to that effort, and describe the challenges and successes we experienced both within and outside the library.
Evaluation of Instruction
The motivation for evaluating library instruction programs is both internal and external.
Library instructors desire to meet the needs of their students and want to know how effectively they do so. Accrediting agencies place increased emphasis on accountability for demonstrating student learning outcomes. 3 Bober, Poulin, and Vileno 4 point out several compelling reasons for evaluating library instruction. One of these is to use the results for improving the quality of the program. A second reason is for professional development of teaching staff. A third reason is more strategic;
proving the value of such instruction furthers the larger educational goals of the various disciplines and the institution as a whole. It is only this type of accountability that will result in institutionalized curricular changes. All of these reasons played a role in approaching our own program assessment. Evaluations of entire programs are not common. 5 Our review of the recent library literature found nothing similar to our initial self-assessment process. As Colburn and Cordell point out "assessment in library instruction programs most often means assessment of the instruction session… [which] has not, in most cases been particularly useful." 6 Our instruction program evaluation has been comprised of largely this type of "reaction" data from students and the requesting faculty member. The evaluation materials for library instruction programs created by the Research Committee of the Library Instruction Round Table  7 do not include any approaches similar to our standards-based program evaluation.
One means of assessing a program is to select benchmarks for comparison. One looks at the "gap" between existing practice and desired position, and analyzes what needs to be done to close that gap. Certainly standards for library instruction programs in academic institutions have existed for years. The ACRL ILC's seemed the logical benchmark, however, because it provides the most current model and has been adopted by several states' Boards of Higher Education.
We developed an assessment tool for our current instruction practices using the ACRL ILC's as a framework. The results served as the basis for discussions with the library's teaching faculty about our goals for our program and the measures needed to reach them. In addition, we identified "priority" competencies to use as a starting point for conversations with key faculty and programs on campus. literacy instruction better integrated into the curriculum. 8 We believe we first need to raise awareness and promote the importance of this set of skills as an essential part of creating students who can be successful both during their academic careers and beyond. Additionally, we want to position the Library and its instructional program as a significant resource to achieve this end. We can build awareness about the value of information literacy through our individual contacts with faculty and through our instructional work with students. To effectively articulate these ideas on campus, however, we needed to be clear among ourselves as a teaching faculty what we are trying to accomplish with our current instruction efforts as well as what we want to work towards.
Overview of the existing program

Assessing our Current Practice
The assessment of our current instruction practice involved surveying and analyzing our library's instructors regarding their use of competencies in their teaching. We also produced a statistical summary examining our instruction over the past year.
In creating the survey instrument (see Appendix 1) to make this assessment, we tailored the ACRL ILC's to our institutional situation. We reordered them based on a more logical research strategy, dropped some which seemed inappropriate for our situation, and integrated some of our own competencies which had been developed during the revision of our online tutorial. We selected those ILC's which seemed most appropriate for introduction at the lower division academic level, and, those which librarians seemed to be uniquely qualified to teach.
The survey was distributed to our library teaching faculty, who responded to the following questions based on the previous year's instruction in each discipline for which they were responsible. For each selected outcome/performance measure, we asked librarians to indicate: Library instructors found the survey very difficult to complete. Difficulties arose from several factors. First, librarians tend to "teach to assignments," that is, we teach what is needed for students to complete the research assignment as given by the classroom instructor.
Identifying competencies within these very disparate types of assignments is difficult because assignments may or may not concretely address specific information literacy competencies.
Conversely, assignments may address parts of multiple competencies. Second, inclusion of the "outcomes" with the competencies and performance indicators introduced duplications, discrepancies and contradictions that were difficult to reconcile. In many instances, librarians may have taught one of the outcomes or a piece of an outcome, but the majority of the performance indicator or the competency was not addressed.
Primary competencies determined
We analyzed 27 surveys in terms of the frequencies with which the ILC's were addressed. * Our survey results confirmed that our librarians felt the competencies and outcomes included in the survey are ideally introduced to students at the lower division undergraduate level. In spite of the "ideal" level of introduction to lower division undergraduates, much of our instruction on all these competencies takes place in upper division and graduate level sessions. Several competencies surfaced as "priorities" (see Figure 1 ).
They are addressed more often than others and at all levels of instruction from lower division undergraduate to graduate students. The top eight competencies in priority order as determined by their total frequency across all types of instruction include: 1) 1.1.e. Identifies key concepts and terms that describe the information need.
2) 2.3.a. Uses various search systems to retrieve information in a variety of formats.
3) 2.1.c. Investigates the scope, content and organization of information retrieval systems. [ Figure 1 ]
These priorities can be seen particularly in the one shot classes, both General and Subject Specific. The ordering of these competencies is not as clearly defined in the online tutorial or the credit courses. In these two categories, the majority of our "priority competencies"
placed within the top 50%, but numbers 2, 3, and 6 fall very low in the frequency observations.
These are also very small samples within the overall observations.
Four of the eight priority competencies are addressed substantially at the Reference Desk (see Figure 1) . The top eight outcomes that are addressed at the reference desk, in priority order, (competencies also identified as "priority" competencies are indicated by *) included:
1) *1.1.e. Identifies key concepts and terms that describe the information need.
2) 2.3.b. Uses various classification schemes and other systems to locate information resources within the library or to identify specific sites for physical exploration.
3) 1.1.d. Defines or modifies the information need to achieve a manageable focus. In addition to the survey of our library teaching faculty's intuitive use of the ACRL ILC's, we looked at the statistics compiled from our instructor reports during this period. Our current instructional program consists primarily of one-shot sessions connected to specific classes and assignments. Eighty seven percent of our instruction in 1999/2000 related to a particular discipline (see Figure 2 ).
[ Figure 2 ]
Our instruction statistics indicated that although 61% of our sessions are for upper division (300, 400 level) undergraduate and graduate courses (see Figure 3) , 52% of the students we teach are in lower division undergraduate (100, 200 level) classes (see Figure 4 ).
[ Figure 3] [ Figure 4 ]
Discussions with Library Faculty
Three primary issues were gleaned from the formal and informal discussions with library teaching faculty. First, we recognized that we lacked a clearly articulated mission and goals for our instructional program. We also realized that teaching librarians did not agree on the fundamental role or desirability of teaching to outcomes and/or to the ACRL ILC's. We also found that moving to a more programmatic approach to instruction, assuming all agreed it was desirable, requires a variety of types of support.
Without a clearly articulated mission statement, we cannot incorporate library instruction goals into the mission and goals of the library as a whole. In addition, without a clear conception of the impact of either meeting or not meeting library instruction goals, we cannot clearly express the needs we have for resources and administrative support. This lack of clarity and articulation also hampers fully engaging with faculty in constructive conversations related to the role of information literacy in the university's curriculum.
Library instructors did not all agree that a more programmatic approach to our library instruction would be beneficial. Our discussions highlighted the recognition that outcomesbased teaching and adopting the ACRL ILC's as the basis for an instruction program is a fundamental change in approach for many librarians. A change of this magnitude presents support issues in areas such as instructional design and assessment. In addition, librarians also need strategies for communicating library instructional goals and methods more clearly to university faculty.
Several librarians expressed the need for additional resources and training in instructional design, especially related to classroom activities and assignments. Most class sessions we do are designed in response to assignments designed by faculty members in the discipline areas. Librarians need to be able to negotiate with faculty about the information literacy goals for any given assignment. Then they must be able to help tailor the assignment to better support the mutually agreed upon outcomes.
Assessment of student learning is also an important area needing additional support.
Librarians often think of assessment as a formal process, but informal strategies for assessing student learning can be easily incorporated as class session activities. Assessment, both formal and informal, can be very effective for engaging faculty in conversation about goals for library instruction.
Much work remains to be done in identifying the fundamental role of the ILC's in our instruction program. We all agreed with the essence of what they promote, and our survey of instructional practice demonstrated that we try to incorporate many of the major ideas into our instructional sessions. However, if we adopt them as the basis for our program, must we move to outcomes-based instruction? If so, what does that look like in terms of everyday teaching practice, specifically to our traditional "teaching to assignments"? Finally, are the ACRL ILC's the best articulation of the "outcomes" we want to address?
University-Wide Discussions
This assessment of current practice also led to the identification of needs for universitywide participation. Having determined core competencies ideally taught at the lower division undergraduate level, we identified two heavily enrolled first-year programs and the Writing Intensive Curriculum (WIC) program as potential partners for collaboration. In addition, the importance of involving faculty across campus in continuing discussions of ILC's led us to identify two key committees for contact in the coming year: the university's Advancement of Teaching Committee, and the Baccalaureate Core Committee.
Collaboration has already begun with the English composition program. We asked to be involved with a recent curriculum revision of the required first year composition course. Several of the library's instructors have been involved in emphasizing and developing a library research component for the program. We have also begun collaborating, albeit on a smaller scale, with
Communications 111, another heavily enrolled course in the baccalaureate core. The coordinator of the (WIC) program has long been an advocate for information literacy. She regularly invites librarians to the seminars she holds for WIC faculty. We have been invited to work with faculty on creating assignments that promote information literacy. She is also in favor of the idea of using juniors and seniors enrolled in WIC program courses for a broad-based assessment of student information literacy competence which we anticipate conducting in the coming year.
The charge to the university's Advancement of Teaching Committee is to provide professional development for faculty across the university focused on teaching. We anticipate that this committee may be a key point of contact to begin working with faculty on design of assignments to address information literacy. The university Baccalaureate Core Committee is another important point for collaboration because any university-wide information literacy competency requirement must be approved by this committee.
Benefits and Conclusions
The assessment itself served as a good introduction to the ACRL ILC's for the library's teaching faculty. Many had not had the occasion to really look at the competencies and grapple with how they fit within our teaching practices. Many of the library faculty reiterated what we had already concluded in preparing the assessment, the standards, performance indicators and outcomes were sometimes redundant and, in their totality, overwhelming.
The results of the assessment also highlighted the inefficiencies in our current program such as teaching the same things at all levels of the curriculum. This provided an additional impetus to identify areas within the university curriculum upon which to focus our efforts, especially at the lower division undergraduate level. Comprehensive work with lower division students will hopefully provide a foundation upon which to base teaching higher level skills and concepts in upper division subject-based classes.
Following completion of the assessment we discussed the ramifications of outcomesbased instruction and a more programmatic approach to library instruction. By increasing the awareness of everyone's current instructional activities and philosophies, these discussions created a venue in which library faculty could focus on instructional issues.
We recognized some important differences in philosophy of and approaches to library instruction. Some of these differences can be alleviated with assistance and professional development. Although others remain, we were able to identify common ground upon which to build a shared understanding of our instructional mission. We can now communicate this mission and its goals more widely among library staff and administration as well as when working with faculty outside the library. Finally, we have identified several major initiatives currently underway and have taken the opportunity to participate.
Endnotes
The RI Instruction Workgroup is making an assessment of the OSU Libraries' current practice of library instruction. We are using the ACRL "Information Literacy For each department (see the Valley Library Subject Librarian List at: http://osulibrary.orst.edu/staff/sublist.htm) for which you are subject librarian please describe the bibliographic instruction which you provide. Indicate which of the standards, indicators and outcomes you address in your instruction activities (e.g., general v. subject specific one shot, credit class, etc.) and at what level (e.g., lower division undergraduate, upper division undergraduate, graduate) you address them. We are primarily interested in the information for those departments for which you provide instruction for students (not research centers, institutes, etc.)
We have provided 2 survey sheets and encourage you to make photocopies for additional departments for which you are responsible. We would like you to provide a sheet for each department even though you may not provide instruction for that department at this time.
Standards, Performance Indicators, Outcomes and Objectives
The RI Instruction Workgroup of the OSU Libraries in its use of the ACRL "Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education" (http://www.ala.org/acrl/ilstandardlo.html) has determined to use a two level approach. Our initial level (provided below) is considered as a basic level, and we have selected portions of the ACRL document for inclusion. We have retained the number/letter designations of the ACRL document in order to make comparisons with the original document and other documents based upon it easier. In some cases we have reordered outcomes under the indicators to more accurately reflect the current OSU Libraries teaching approach. If we have chosen not to include an ACRL standard, performance indicator, or outcome we have omitted the number/letter for that item. We have also ensured that the information literacy competencies previously endorsed by the department (http://osulibrary.orst.edu/staff/davidsoj/competencies.htm) are all represented in this document as well.
Standard One
The information literate student determines the nature and extent of the information needed.
